Self-forgiveness is often measured as a hedonic end-state, as the presence of positive affect and the absence of negative affect towards the self following a wrongdoing. However, self-forgiveness is also referred to as a difficult process. Self-forgiveness as a process of accepting responsibility and working through one's wrongdoing is a substantially un-hedonic -it is likely to be uncomfortable and at times painful. In this study, we examine two pathways to self-forgiveness: a hedonic focused pathway (via selfcompassion) and a eudaimonic pathway (via reaffirmation of transgressed values). Across two studies, the data suggest that following interpersonal transgressions, self-compassion reduces self-punitiveness and increases end-state self-forgiveness (Study 1) via a reduction in perceived stigma (Study 2). In contrast, value reaffirmation increases the process of genuine self-forgiveness and reduces defensiveness (Study 1) via increased concern for shared group values (Study 2), in turn increasing desire to reconcile (Study 1), and amend-making and end-state self-forgiveness 1 week following the intervention (Study 2). The results suggest that both pathways can lead to self-forgiveness; however, following a transgression, self-forgiveness via a eudaimonic pathway offers greater promise for meeting the needs of both offenders and victims.
In the film 'Another Earth', we follow the main character Rhoda Williams in a heartaching struggle to come to terms with having caused the death of a child and woman, following a drink driving accident at the age of 18. As an audience, we watch her punish herself, seek forgiveness, and attempt to make amends, wondering how any person is able to move on after that sort of transgression. Moving on following such circumstance seems impossible, and yet, people do. People are able to process all sorts of wrongdoing. At some point, in our lives we all commit transgressions: violations of trust and respect in close personal relationships; bullying at school; gossip and misdemeanors in the workplace; criminal offending. How offenders come to terms with their transgressions is an important topic for clinical and social psychologists, and for all professionals counselling people in relationships, educational contexts, organizations, and the legal system. How are people able to move beyond wrong actions? What is the process by which people are able to forgive themselves, to move beyond what they did, to release themselves from selfcondemnation, and to re-engage with those around them, becoming what they should or could be?
In this study, we examine two possible pathways to self-forgiveness. Much research has operationalized self-forgiveness as a hedonic end-state, that is, focused on reducing self-punishment (or self-resentment, self-condemnation) and increasing benevolence to the self (self-compassion, self-love). However, self-forgiveness may not be a hedonic process. Colloquially people say that self-forgiveness is difficult. In this study, we present an alternate model: self-forgiveness that requires working through one's transgression by identifying and reaffirming the values that might have been violated by one's actions. This process, we argue, is eudaimonic in nature, focused on underlying psychological needs following transgressions and responding to those needs to move towards repair and growth (see Ryan & Deci, 2001) . Furthermore, while these may represent two pathways to reaching an end-state of self-forgiveness, they may not represent two equal pathways towards change, reconciliation, and repair following interpersonal transgressions. In this study, we test these two pathways: a hedonic approach (via self-compassion) and a eudaimonic approach (via reaffirmation of transgressed values), and we examine their impact on end-state self-forgiveness and reconciliation.
A hedonic pathway to self-forgiveness Self-forgiveness as reduced self-punishment and increased benevolence to the self Hedonic approaches to well-being within psychology have largely focused on well-being as the experience of subjective well-being, as the presence of happiness (and positive affect) and the absence of negative affect (see Deci & Ryan, 2008; Kahneman, Diener, & Schwarz, 1999) . Consistent with this a hedonic approach to self-forgiveness can be conceived as a hedonic endpoint, of reduced negative affect towards the self (selfresentment, self-condemnation of self-punishment) and increased positive affect (warmth, generosity, or love to the self). In much of the research, self-forgiveness is presented in these ways. For example, Maltby, Macaskill, and Day (2001) define selfforgiveness as a 'deliberate attempt to overcome unhappy feelings and thoughts in order to facilitate individual happiness ' (p. 882) . Predominant measures of trait self-forgiveness have been developed in this vein, such as the Multidimensional Forgiveness Inventory (Tangney, Boone, Fee, & Reinsmith, 1999) , the Forgiveness-of-Self Scale (Mauger et al., 1992) , and the Heartland Forgiveness Inventory (Thompson et al., 2005) , all containing items focusing on either lack (vs. presence) of self-condemnation or presence (vs. lack) of self-compassion or positive self-regard (for a discussion of the limitations of early definitions and measures, see Fisher & Exline, 2006; Tangney, Boone, & Dearing, 2005) .
Self-punitiveness (self-blame, self-condemnation) can be problematic for offenders, victims, and their relationships and, therefore, self-forgiveness as a release from selfpunitiveness may be a good thing. Fisher and Exline (2006) found that while feeling remorse and responsibility was important for conciliatory responses following a transgression, self-condemnation did not have the same benefits and was negatively associated with psychological well-being. Ongoing self-punitiveness has been shown to be associated with reductions in empathy for the victim and reduced desire to reconcile (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) . Pelucchi, Paleari, Regalia, and Fincham (2013) examined romantic couples and found that when an offender was not able to forgive themselves, this was associated with less relationship satisfaction reported by their partner.
Indeed, there is some evidence that reducing self-punitiveness is good for individual well-being. A meta-analysis has suggested that self-forgiveness (measured primarily with hedonic trait or end-state measures) is associated with personal well-being (Davis et al., 2015) . For example, self-forgiveness has been shown to be negatively associated with an offender's depression and anxiety (Maltby et al., 2001; Thompson et al., 2005) , positively associated with increased emotional regulation and less personal distress (Hodgson & Wertheim, 2007) , negatively associated with rumination and negative mood, and positively related to life satisfaction, relationship satisfaction, and duration (Thompson et al., 2005) . It has also been found to be negatively associated with self-blame and mood disturbance, but positively associated with functional assessments for breast cancer patients (Friedman et al., 2007) and positively associated with perceived health of college students (Wilson, Milosevic, Carroll, Hart, & Hibbard, 2008) . Overall this research suggests that reducing self-punishment may be a beneficial process. Given this, one possible way of increasing self-forgiveness may be through interventions that target this hedonic pathway, such as self-compassion.
A hedonic path: Reducing self-punitiveness through self-compassion Self-compassion has been defined as 'being open to and aware of one's own suffering, offering kindness and understanding towards oneself, desiring the self's well-being, taking a nonjudgemental attitude toward one's inadequacies and failures, and framing one's own experience in light of the common human experience' (Neff, Hsieh, & Dejitterat, 2005, p. 264) . Increasing self-compassion represents a hedonic approach to self-forgiveness in so far as the focus is on increasing positive affect and reducing negative affect towards the self; through reducing negative affect, self-compassion reduces avoidance related to the goal or failure (Leary, Tate, Adams, Allen, & Hancock, 2007) . Indeed, interventions designed to increase self-compassion have been shown to reduce self-criticism, shame proneness, anxiety, and avoidance (Gilbert & Procter, 2006; Johnson & O'Brien, 2013; Neff & Germer, 2013) . These findings suggest that self-compassion could be useful for reducing self-punitive responses and, through this, increase self-forgiveness (see Figure 1 , top path). Further, self-compassion has been proposed to reduce the threat of one's failure by internalizing feelings of warmth and acceptance by others, thereby reducing avoidance or defensiveness that arise in response to such self-threat and, in turn, increasing realistic appraisal of responsibility and intention to change (Breines & Chen, 2012; Leary et al., 2007) .
However, there is also an alternative view: Hedonic approaches to self-forgiveness may not always be beneficial for reconciliation and repair. It is possible that self-compassion releases the self pre-emptively from negative affect associated with transgressions, removing the need for repair. Negative affect such as remorse, shame, and guilt can act as gauges of social threat, alerting the person that repair needs to be made (de Hooge, Zeelenberg, & Bruegelmans, 2011; Gausel, Leach, Vignoles, & Brown, 2012; Nelissen, Breugelmans, & Zeelenberg, 2013) . These painful emotions can be important for prompting responsibility and repair following wrongdoing. Techniques that aim to reduce negative self-affect (such as self-affirmation) have not been found to increase the process of genuine self-forgiveness (i.e., working through one's actions) or reconciliation (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2014) . The presence of negative affect can function as a red alert to help us focus and fix a threatened underlying psychological need. The implication is that simply encouraging the release of self-punitiveness (or associated negative affect) as a goal of self-forgiveness may shortcut the restorative process in some situations (Exline, Root, Yadavalli, Martin, & Fisher, 2011; Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) . So, we may derive from the literature predictions that self-compassion will lead to greater self-forgiveness and amendmaking through processes of reduced punishment and reduced defensiveness. However, there is a possibility that self-compassion will constitute a way to reduce the negative impact of one's own behaviour without the difficult work. If this is the case, selfcompassion will not lead to greater amend-making.
Indeed, research showed that self-forgivers (when self-forgiveness was measured as a hedonic end-state) were less empathetic and showed less emotional concern for their victim and were more likely to be angry at their victim, blame the victim, or claim the victim overreacted (Zechmeister & Romero, 2002) . Fisher and Exline (2006) suggested that measures of self-forgiveness may tap into a dispositional lack of self-condemnation. However, when unhedonic outcomes were assessed in self-forgiveness research, such as those associated with difficulty or change, hedonic self-forgiveness was negatively associated with the outcome. For example, self-forgiveness was associated with reduced motivation to change amongst gamblers (Squires, Sztainert, Gillen, Caouette, & Wohl, 2012) , reduced motivation to quit smoking (Wohl & Thompson, 2011) , and lower reparation after a transgression (Exline et al., 2011; Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) . Similarly, Fisher (2007) developed a therapy that reduced self-punitiveness, but in the process also reduced remorse and responsibility.
These results suggest that self-forgiveness, as simply a reduction in self-punitiveness and increase in self-compassion, may equate to an act of letting the self off the hook. This process may be somewhat akin to moral disengagement (Bandura, 1999) or what has been described as pseudo self-forgiveness, that is, arriving at the state of self-forgiveness but bypassing responsibility (Wenzel, Woodyatt, & Hedrick, 2012) . If self-forgiveness is simply releasing the self from self-punishment and increasing benevolence to the self, then research would suggest the self-forgiver is personally resilient, but self-focused, lacking in empathy, and lacking in remorse. Thus, this pathway may not increase reconciliation or amend-making following interpersonal transgressions (Figure 1 , tophalf), contrary to the arguments by self-compassion researchers discussed before. However, as there is research to support both possibilities, this remains an empirical question which we address in the current studies.
A eudaimonic pathway to self-forgiveness Working through one's wrongdoing can be hard and painful Self-forgiveness that involves taking responsibility is a psychologically costly and painful task, involving the experience of negative emotions and investment of time and effort to work through one's actions (Dillon, 2001; Enright, 1996; Fisher & Exline, 2006; Hall & Fincham, 2005; Holmgren, 1998; Thompson et al., 2005) . As such, self-forgiveness seems to be far from a hedonic process. Indeed, sophisticated theoretical conceptualizations of self-forgiveness (Dillon, 2001; Fisher & Exline, 2006; Hall & Fincham, 2005; Holmgren, 1998) are more consistent with a eudaimonic perspective of well-being. From a eudaimonic perspective, well-being is not determined by the presence of positive affect and the absence of negative affect. Instead, well-being denotes a person's experience as being fully functioning, that is, showing personal growth towards purpose, virtue, character development, and becoming their 'true self' (Waterman, 1993, p. 678) . A eudaimonic approach to well-being focuses on growth and development in the face of challenges, addressing psychological needs, and responding to the functional and goal orientated roles of negative emotions, rather than merely looking for subjective happiness (Keyes, Shmotkin, & Ryff, 2002) . We propose that the process of self-forgiveness can be a distinctly un-hedonic experience. Thinking through our wrong actions is uncomfortable even in the mildest situations, painful in the more severe. This type of self-forgiveness requires moral engagement: the acknowledgement of wrongdoing, working through one's responsibility, and associated negative emotions. In summary, hedonic and eudaimonic notions of self-forgiveness seem to suggest different paths to take in order to arrive at self-forgiveness.
A eudaimonic path: Addressing post-transgression psychological needs through value reaffirmation A eudaimonic process of self-forgiveness may focus on psychological needs created by a transgression. Following a transgression, offenders experience an elevated need to reaffirm their social-moral identity, the belief that they are a good person, good group member, or relationship partner (Shnabel, Nadler, Canetti-Nisim, & Ullrich, 2008; Shnabel, Nadler, Ullrich, Dovidio, & Carmi, 2009 ; for theoretically similar concepts, see also Nelissen et al., 2013; Shnabel, Purdie-Vaughns, Cook, Garcia, & Cohen, 2013) . This need may arise from various types of exclusion as a social sanction for transgressive behaviour (Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994) . We use the term social-moral identity because the implied concern intertwines the need for consistency, self-integrity, and self-esteem (Festinger, 1957; Pratto & Glasford, 2008; Stone & Cooper, 2003) with a social need for acceptance and belonging (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) . Standards of goodness or morality are defined by the social group or community to which one feels a sense of identification, and adherence to these standards has implications for the social self.
However, this represents the real challenge and difficulty of self-forgiveness: to acknowledge one's failures to be a good person, group member or relationship partner, and yet to still move forward towards repair of positive self-regard (Wenzel et al., 2012) . A eudaimonic, needs-based approach to self-forgiveness represents one way that offenders can work through their transgression, engaging directly with the threat to their socialmoral identity in order to repair it. Rather than bypassing the threat to social-moral identity, individuals can reinforce their identity through recommitment to shared values, goals, and beliefs (Prentice, Miller, & Lightdale, 1994) . Offenders can reaffirm their commitment to the values they violated, acknowledging that those values are indeed central to who they are. This approach arose out of examination of the parallel needs of offenders to re-establish their social-moral identity and the need for victims to have the offenders reaffirm shared violated values Wenzel & Okimoto, 2010; Wenzel, Okimoto, Feather, & Platow, 2008) . Previous research has shown that value reaffirmation increased the desire to reconcile whereas traditional self-affirmation did not (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2014) . In these previous studies, the effect of value reaffirmation was mediated via acknowledged shame, assumed to be a marker of this underlying threat. In the current studies, we examined concern for group values specifically as a mediator of the effect of value reaffirmation on genuine self-forgiveness (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2014) . In addition, we propose that as a parallel to an increase in genuine self-forgiveness, reaffirming violated values will reduce defensiveness. By reaffirming the violated values, the individual reaffirms their belonging to the social-moral community. While this will lead to initial feelings of threat (concern for group values), it nonetheless reinforces that one is committed to the group, thus reducing the need to be defensive in order to maintain one's acceptance as a group member. Through reduced defensiveness and increasing the process of genuine self-forgiveness, this will be associated with increased amend-making ( Figure 1 , bottom-half) and, over time, selfforgiveness as an end-state outcome.
The present research
The present research investigated two pathways to self-forgiveness, a hedonic path by means of self-compassion and a eudaimonic path by means of value reaffirmation. In Study 1, we examined these processes (self-compassion and reaffirmation of transgressed values) using a cross-sectional design following a recent interpersonal transgression. In Study 2, following an interpersonal transgression, we had participants complete a writing task where they either practised self-compassion or reaffirmed the value that they had transgressed by their actions. We then measured end-state self-forgiveness (I have forgiven myself) and amends made at 1-week follow-up. We expected self-compassion to reduce self-punitiveness and, through this hedonic process, to lead to end-state selfforgiveness. Furthermore, based on the nature of the self-compassion writing task (imagining compassion expressed by another) in Study 2, we tested whether this effect of self-compassion would be mediated by a reduction in perceived stigma for one's behaviour. We expected value reaffirmation to reduce defensiveness and to increase genuine self-forgiveness and, through both, to increase reconciliation efforts. Additionally, while the process of genuine self-forgiveness would not necessarily immediately relate to more positive self-affect, or end-state self-forgiveness, over time it would lead to end-state self-forgiveness due to a eudaimonic process of growth and regaining moral integrity. Consistent with a needs-based approach to self-forgiveness, we hypothesized that the effect of reaffirming violated values on the process of genuine self-forgiveness and reduced defensiveness would be via concern for shared values with others.
STUDY 1
In Study 1, we examined the relationships of self-compassion and reaffirmation of values with self-punitiveness, defensiveness, genuine self-forgiveness, reconciliation, and selfforgiveness following a self-reported interpersonal transgression. We predicted that selfcompassion would be negatively associated with self-punitiveness and in turn positively related to self-forgiveness. However, we expected that self-compassion would have no impact on defensiveness or genuine self-forgiveness, and as such not increase reconciliation. On the other hand, we expected that affirmation of violated values would reduce defensiveness and increase genuine self-forgiveness and this in turn would increase desire to reconcile with the victim. However, given that we have proposed that genuine self-forgiveness (as a process) is associated with self-forgiveness (as an end-state) over time, we would not necessarily expect this to be associated with self-forgiveness in a cross-sectional design.
Method
Participants were asked to recall an interpersonal transgression in which they had hurt, offended or caused harm to someone in the last 2 weeks. Participants then recalled details of the transgression and were asked a series of questions to ascertain details of the transgression, their relationship to the victim, and how they felt about the offence. Participants then completed the dependent measures. Data were collected for both Study 1 and Study 2 over two separate occasions, as additional data were collected at the request of the reviewers following initial submission of the manuscript.
Participants and procedure
One-hundred and ninety undergraduate psychology students from an Australian university (142 female, 47 male, one other) aged between 18 and 63 (M = 24.35, SD = 7.72) were recruited via the university research participation website. Participants received reimbursement in exchange for their participation. Participants were recruited prospectively and then were invited to begin the online questionnaire once they had committed a transgression.
Participants were asked to indicate the offence severity (1 = not severe at all, 7 = very severe), the type of relationship the participant shared with the victim (e.g., romantic partner, spouse, friend) and also the importance of this relationship.
Measures
All items are assessed on a 7-point Likert-type scale that ranged from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree) unless otherwise indicated. Self-compassion Self-compassion was measured using the 12-item Self-compassion Scale Short Form (Raes, Pommier, Neff, & Van Gucht, 2011) . Items were assessed on a scale of 1 (completely disagree) to 5 (completely agree). Example items include 'When I fail at something important to me I become consumed by feelings of inadequacy' (reverse coded) and 'I try to be understanding and patient towards those aspects of my personality I don't like' (a = .86).
Value reaffirmation
To measure transgression-relevant value reaffirmation, we measured four items, for example 'I violated values which I hold to be true', 'I fully endorse the values I have violated with my behaviour' (a = .83).
Defensiveness Defensiveness was measured using the six-item pseudo self-forgiveness subscale of Woodyatt and Wenzel's Differentiated Process Scale of Self-forgiveness (DPSF; 2013b) was used to measure defensiveness and offender's deflection of blame: 'I feel angry about the way I have been treated', 'I feel the other person got what they deserved', 'I wasn't the only one to blame for what happened' (a = .84). This scale has previously been used as a measure of defensiveness in Woodyatt and Wenzel (2013a) .
Self-punitiveness
Seven items from the DPSF (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b ) subscale of self-punitiveness was used to assess the extent to which participants had continued to punish themselves for their wrongdoing. Participants indicated the degree to which they agreed with statements like 'What I have done is unforgiveable', 'I can't seem to get over what I have done' (a = .87).
Genuine self-forgiveness Genuine self-forgiveness was assessed with the genuine self-forgiveness subscale of the DPSF (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) . This scale comprised seven items that tap the effortful act of processing one's wrongdoing (rather than simply the lack of self-punitiveness and the presence of self-love, which may equate to letting oneself off the hook), for example 'I am trying to learn from my wrongdoing', 'I don't take what I have done lightly', 'I have tried to think through why I did what I did' (a = .80).
Desire for reconciliation
Desire to reconcile was measured with six items: 'I want to make things right with this person', 'I want to be reconciled with this person', 'I want the relationship between myself and this person to get better', 'I want to apologise to this person', 'I only want good things for this person', and 'I want things to go back to the way they were before all this happened' (a = .89).
Self-forgiveness
A single-item measure was used to assess an end-state of self-forgiveness 'I have forgiven myself'. This item has been used previously to reliably assess the outcome of selfforgiveness and was comparable to other longer measures, but without being confounded with self-esteem or pseudo self-forgiveness (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) .
Results and discussion
The majority of participants described their offence as a fight or argument (28.4%), a betrayal of trust (17.4%), an insult (13.2%), selfishness (9.5%), dishonesty (6.3%), rejection (6.3%), or neglect (5.3%). On average, participants rated the severity of the transgression at a low-moderate range (M = 3.56, SD = 1.53). The majority of participants described the relationship to the person offence to be a friend (42.1%), boyfriend/girlfriend (21.6%), or a family member (21.1%), and the relationships were rated as important (M = 5.53, SD = 1.74), with only 14.7% rating relationship importance below the mid-point.
Descriptive statistics and correlations for the main variables are shown in Table 1 . To test the predictions, we used structural equation modelling (MPlus 6, Muth en & Muth en, Los Angeles, CA, USA) with observed variables. We tested the model in Figure 1 , as well as freely estimating the intercorrelations between the two predictor variables, between the three mediator variables, and between the two outcome variables, as there were no theoretical reasons to constrain these. Model fit was evaluated using the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler, 1990) where model fit is considered acceptable with a value of .95 or greater, and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA; see Browne & Cudeck, 1992) where values <.08 represent acceptable model fit, and a value of .05 represents close model fit. Initial model fit was not acceptable, v 2 (9) = 66.73, p < .001, CFI = .80, RMSEA = .184. Modification indices suggested that an additional path from value reaffirmation to self-punitiveness would improve the model. This addition seemed theoretically justifiable as value reaffirmation should make the violation of an accepted value salient and, thus, might lead to the perception of oneself as deserving of punishment. This model adjustment will be cross-validated in Study 2. Importantly, however, adding this path did not affect the other relationships in the model. The final model showed excellent fit (see Figure 2) . Consistent with our hypothesis, self-compassion negatively predicted self-punitiveness, which in turn negatively predicted end-state self-forgiveness. Indirect effect analysis (5,000 bootstraps, bias-corrected) showed a significant indirect effect from selfcompassion to self-forgiveness through self-punitiveness, b = .08, B = .19, SE = 0.08, 95% CI (0.03, 0.35). However, self-compassion did not significantly negatively predict defensiveness (in fact, it tended to be positively correlated), and it was unrelated to genuine self-forgiveness (as per the excellent fit of the model that did not contain such a link).
Value reaffirmation positively predicted genuine self-forgiveness and negatively predicted defensiveness. In turn, increased genuine self-forgiveness positively, and defensiveness negatively, predicted desire to reconcile. Analyses showed that the total indirect effect of value reaffirmation on desire to reconcile was significant, b = .33, B = .29, SE = 0.06, p < .001, 95% CI (0.19, 0.40). The effect was significantly mediated by both reduced defensiveness, b = .12, B = .11, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI (0.04, 0.18), and increased genuine self-forgiveness, b = .21, B = .18, SE = 0.04, p < .001, 95% CI (0.10, 0.27).
Notwithstanding the correlational nature of the study, the findings suggest that selfcompassion is consistent with a hedonic pathway to self-forgiveness, that is, associated with reduced self-punitiveness following transgressions, so transgressors may feel better after engaging in self-compassion. However, it is not associated with working through the transgression and, as a consequence, not associated with a willingness to reconcile with the victim. Conversely, value reaffirmation is associated with a reduced defensiveness and increased working through, and, in turn, increased amend-making. However, selfforgiveness and indeed the positive impact of self-compassion may develop over time. Given this, and the limitations of a correlational design, in Study 2 we manipulated selfcompassion and values affirmation following an interpersonal transgression and tested their impact with a follow-up of self-forgiveness and reconciliation 1 week after the manipulation. Furthermore, we extended on Study 1 by measuring the proposed mediating mechanisms for each intervention.
STUDY 2
In Study 2, participants were recruited prospectively and asked to login to an online survey platform to participate when they committed a transgression. They were then randomly allocated to one of the two interventions (self-compassion or value reaffirmation) or a control condition (Time 1). As main outcome variables, we measured participants end-state self-forgiveness and amend-making behaviour 1 week later (Time 2). Given that the self-compassion writing intervention used was focused on imagining another responding to you as a 'compassionate other' would (adapted from Breines & Chen, 2012) , we suspected that this task might impact on the degree to which participants felt that they would be rejected for their actions (perceived stigma). Similarly, we measured the impact of value reaffirmation on concern for group values; reaffirming the transgressed values, participants would be more likely to acknowledge that their actions posed a threat to shared values. We expected the selfcompassion intervention to reduce stigma, and value reaffirmation to increase concern for group values. Because we were not sure whether the further mediating processes (self-punitiveness, defensiveness, and genuine self-forgiveness) would be instantaneous or develop over time, we measured these mediators both immediately following the manipulations and at the 1-week follow-up. However, our analyses showed no substantial differences for a model that included these mediators at both time points versus at one time point, so we are here reporting the model with Time 2 mediators only, for simplicity.
Method
Participants and procedure Participants consisted of 192 psychology students (38 male, 153 female, one other) (age: M = 20.73, SD = 6.16) from an Australian university who received course credit for their participation. Students were eligible to participate and log on to an online study if they had committed a transgression within the last week, where they had 'hurt, offended, or harmed another person'. In an initial survey, all participants were asked to describe their offence and rate it on a number of scales (offence severity, type of offence, importance of relationship with victim, prior apology, and amends). They were then randomly allocated to one of three conditions and completed the experimental intervention (if applicable) and the dependent variables. Participants completed a follow-up survey 1 week later.
Independent variables
In the self-compassion condition (N = 58), participants were given a self-compassion writing exercise consistent with the approach of Leary et al. (2007) and Breines and Chen (2012) . Specifically, participants were prompted to write in response to two statements; consistent with Neff's conceptualization, the writing task included both common humanity and self-kindness instructions. First, to encourage participants to adopt the aspect of self-compassion that emphasizes common humanity, participants were instructed 'When you think about the way that you treated this other person, write a paragraph about how others have acted in a similar way as you did in this situation'. Second, to encourage participants to adopt the aspect of self-compassion that encourages self-kindness, participants were instructed 'Write a paragraph expressing understanding, kindness and concern to yourself, in the way that a compassionate other would'.
In the value reaffirmation condition (N = 60), participants were asked to write what value they felt they violated by their transgression, why they felt this value was important, and a time in the past they felt they had behaved consistently with this value (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2014) . In the control condition (N = 74), participants were asked to write a description of activities they had completed and were going to complete that day.
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Inspection of written text suggested participants understood and conformed to instructions. One week after the intervention, participants were emailed a web link and accessed a follow-up survey. Participants were prompted to think about the event they reported on the previous week and completed the same dependent variables. Manipulated predictors were dummy-coded for all analyses, with zero as a shared reference category for the control condition.
Dependent variables
All items were assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = do not agree at all, 7 = strongly agree), and scale items were averaged to create a single score. 2 We note that in Study 2 we included two measures of social-moral threat. In addition to the current reported measure, we used a 4-item measure of need to establish moral identity (adapted from , for example 'I want the other person to know I am a good person'. Both measures were significantly correlated (r = .21) and performed similarly in our model; however, the measure of concern for group values is a closer operationalization of our theoretical ideas and therefore reported here in detail. Further details are available on request.
Manipulation checks
As a check for the effectiveness of the self-compassion manipulation, we included a singleitem measure: 'I feel compassionate toward myself'. As a check for the value reaffirmation manipulation, we used the same four-item scale used in Study 1 as a measure of value reaffirmation (a = .86).
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Perceived stigma Four items were used to assess Ahmed, Harris, Braithwaite, and Braithwaite's (2001) concept of stigmatization. These items have been previously used when assessing perceptions of rejection by offenders (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013a) : 'I feel others disapprove of me', 'I am afraid people will reject me if they find out what I have done', 'I feel rejected because of my behavior', 'I feel other people treat me with disrespect' (a = .80).
Concern for group values
Three items were used to assess the perception the one's own behaviour was inconsistent with the values socially shared within one's group: 'Others would say what I did was wrong', 'Others would say that my behaviour crossed the line', and 'Others would see my behaviour as violating values we should all share' (a = .84). Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) . Note again that the present analysis will use the Time 2 measures only.
End-state self-forgiveness Self-forgiveness as a restored positive evaluation of and affect to one's self was measured at Time 2 with a single item: 'I have been able to forgive myself for what I did'.
Amend-making
Amend-making was measured with two items at Time 2, assessing whether participants had in the 1 week that had passed engaged in efforts to make amends: 'I have tried to heal the hurt I caused', and 'I have tried to make amends' (r = .91).
Results and discussion
On average, participants rated their offence as being of low-to-moderate severity (M = 3.26, SD = 1.48) and the relationship with the victim as relatively important (M = 5.08, SD = 1.91). Transgressions mostly occurred in the context of close relationships: a friend (31.9%), family member (28.7%), or boyfriend/girlfriend (21.8%). Participants classified offences as a fight or argument (26.6%), an insult (22.4%), betrayal of trust (12.0%), or dishonesty (8.3%).
One-way analyses of variance were conducted to assess any group differences at baseline on variables that may impact on the study's dependent variables. At baseline, prior to intervention, there were no significant differences between conditions on ratings of amends made prior to the intervention, F(2, 188) = 0.06, p = .94, g 2 p = .001, relationship importance, F(2, 188) = 0.22, p = .80, g 2 p = .002, or transgression severity, F(2, 188) = 1.22, p = .30, g 2 p = .01. These variables were therefore not considered in the following analyses.
Descriptive statistics of all variables are reported in Table 2 . For the single-item selfcompassion manipulation check, the contrast between the self-compassion condition versus value reaffirmation and control conditions was marginally significant, F(2, 188) = 3.09, p = .080, g 2 p = .02. Participants tended to indicate greater selfcompassion following the self-compassion manipulation than in the other two conditions. For the value reaffirmation scale, a contrast between value reaffirmation condition versus self-compassion and control conditions was significant, F(2, 188) = 12.69, p < .001, g 2 p = .06. As intended, participants in the value reaffirmation expressed a greater level of value reaffirmation than in the other two conditions.
Correlations for the key dependent variables (and mediators) are reported in Table 3 . As with Study 1, we tested the predictions using structural equation modelling with observed variables (using MPlus). We tested whether self-compassion would reduce perceived stigma (Time 1) and, through this, reduce self-punitiveness and defensiveness (Time 2), leading to greater self-forgiveness and amend-making, respectively. We further tested whether value reaffirmation would increase concern for group values (Time 1) and, through this, reduce defensiveness and increase genuine self-forgiveness (Time 2), increase self-punitiveness and defensiveness (Time 2), leading to greater amend-making. Given the delayed measurement and the time thus afforded to participants to engage with their wrongdoing, we now also expected genuine self-forgiveness to positively predict end-state self-forgiveness. Mirroring the empirical model modification of Study 1, we added a path from concern about group values to self-punitiveness, in order to test 
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whether it could be cross-validated. The model, reported in Figure 3 , showed excellent model fit. The manipulation of self-compassion was a significant negative predictor of the proposed mediator (perceived stigma), which in turn significantly positively predicted self-punitiveness at Time 2. Perceived stigma did not significantly predict defensiveness at Time 2 (it also did not predict genuine self-forgiveness, even if that path was added to the model). Indirect effect analyses (5,000 bootstraps, bias-corrected) showed that the selfcompassion intervention had a significant indirect effect on self-punitiveness (at Time 2), b = À.05, B = À.13, SE = 0.08, 95% CI (À0.30, À0.01). Self-punitiveness was in turn negatively associated with end-state self-forgiveness. The indirect effect of selfcompassion on end-state self-forgiveness at Time 2 via the mediational sequence of perceived stigma and self-punitiveness at Time 2 was also significant: Indirectly, selfcompassion increased self-forgiveness, b = .03, B = .09, SE = 0.06, 95% CI (0.01, 0.23). As implied by the excellent model fit, there were no other significant relationships beyond those modelled. To confirm this, in additional analyses we tested the relationship between self-punitiveness at Time 2 and amend-making; as expected, this was not significant; neither were the relationships between perceived stigma and amend-making, nor the direct effect of self-compassion on amend-making, statistically significant.
The value reaffirmation manipulation had a positive effect on concern for group values, as expected. In turn, concern for group values negatively predicted defensiveness, and positively predicted genuine self-forgiveness (both at Time 2); equivalent to Study 1, it was also positively related to self-punitiveness. Indirect effect analyses showed that all three indirect effects were significant. Value reaffirmation led indirectly to reduced defensiveness, b = À.07, B = À.20, SE = 0.08, 95% CI (À0.40, À0.07); it led indirectly to greater genuine self-forgiveness, b = .10, B = .26, SE = 0.09, 95% CI (0.11, 0.46); and it led indirectly to greater self-punitiveness, b = .05, B = .13, SE = 0.07, 95% CI (0.03, 0.31). In turn, defensiveness was negatively related to amend-making, and genuine selfforgiveness was positively related to amend-making as well as end-state self-forgiveness. Self-punitiveness was not significantly related to amend-making (as noted above), but negatively related to end-state self-forgiveness.
Indirectly, value reaffirmation led to reduced end-state self-forgiveness via the sequence of group value concerns and self-punitiveness, b = À.03, B = À.09, SE = 0.05, 95% CI (À0.22, À0.02), but to increased end-state self-forgiveness via the sequence of group value concerns and genuine self-forgiveness, b = .04, B = .11, SE = 0.05, 95% CI (0.04, 0.23); together, the two indirect effects cancelled each other out, as there was no overall indirect effect, b = .01, B = .02, SE = 0.05, 95% CI (À0.07, 0.12). Value reaffirmation led indirectly to greater amend-making via the sequence of group value concerns and reduced defensiveness, b = .01, B = .07, SE = 0.04, 95% CI (0.02, 0.19), as well as via the sequence of group value concerns and genuine self-forgiveness, b = .03, B = .15, SE = 0.07, 95% CI (0.06, 0.33); these two indirect effects combined to an overall positive indirect effect of value reaffirmation on amend-making, b = .05, B = .22, SE = 0.08, 95% CI (0.09, 0.40).
GENERAL DISCUSSION
While previous studies have argued for conceptualization and measurement of genuine self-forgiveness that encompasses responsibility taking over simply repair of positive selfregard (Wenzel et al., 2012; Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2013b) , the current study is the first to examine two potential processes that would align with either self-regard/emotion focused repair (hedonic focused, by means of self-compassion) or responsibility focused repair (eudaimonic focused, by means of values affirmation), and their respective implications for end-state self-forgiveness and reconciliation. Following self-reported interpersonal transgressions, in Study 1 and Study 2 (via reduced perceived stigma), the data suggest that self-compassion is associated with reduced self-punitiveness and, related to this, increased end-state self-forgiveness. This evidence supports self-compassion as a potentially useful intervention for reducing perceived stigma for one's actions and, associated with this, self-punitiveness, which may be particularly relevant in contexts where self-punishment is excessive, lingering, underserved, or disproportionate to one's action. If one's goal is to reduce self-punishment, self-compassion training and activities may be an appropriate pathway. Like other research on self-compassion, these studies show that self-compassion buffers against failure and threat even when that failure is a result of one's own wrong actions.
Furthermore, Study 2 provides some important evidence as to the potential psychological mechanisms underlying self-compassion writing tasks. In support of existing theorizing that self-compassion works via internalizing warmth and acceptance (Gilbert & Procter, 2006; Leary et al., 2007; Neff & Germer, 2013) , the results of Study 2 suggest that self-compassion writing tasks reduce feelings of stigmatization and rejection by others in response to one's poor behaviour. However, inconsistent with some theoretical accounts (Breines & Chen, 2012) , self-compassion was not found to reduce defensiveness in offenders, neither when self-compassion was measured as a trait (Study 1) nor when it was experimentally induced (Study 2). Furthermore, the results of this study do not provide evidence for a positive impact of self-compassion on reconciliation efforts following wrongdoing.
While not the focus of the current study, these results are consistent with research relating to the role of emotions such as guilt, shame, and remorse in motivating reparation, where these aversive emotions can play an important role in motivating change and processing of wrongdoing (e.g., Ahmed et al., 2001; Baumeister et al., 1994; de Hooge et al., 2011; Leach & Cidam, 2015) . Indeed, recent research has shown that guilt was associated with both self-punishment and self-forgiveness (Griffin et al., 2016) . Thus, by reducing self-punishment, the motivation for the difficult work of amend-making is also reduced. Indeed, some researchers have argued that self-punishment may even function as a means to reconciliation or relationship repair (Nelissen, 2012) . This has some interesting implications for future research. Self-punitiveness is generally viewed as a negative psychological experience, with negative outcomes for relationships. However, some self-punishment, at least at moderate levels as was the case in the present studies, is sometimes warranted and helpful for motivating amend-making. As with recent research on shame, a useful avenue for future research may be exploring the conditions under which self-punitive responses can lead to adaptive responses, and where and why it can become prolonged or unhealthy, both for an individual, and in the context of interpersonal relationships (for a parallel discussion regarding shame, see Cibich, Woodyatt, & Wenzel, 2016) .
Consistent with a eudaimonic approach to self-forgiveness, affirmation of transgression-relevant values functioned as hypothesized, increasing concern for group values, and we propose, the shared identity that those values represent. The concern for group values in turn was associated with reduced defensiveness and increased genuine self-forgiveness, as well as increased amend-making at 1-week follow-up. This research provides further evidence for interventions following transgressions that encourage working through the wrongdoing, and the sometimes painful and costly processing of the psychological threat created by the transgression, as a means for encouraging reconciliation and restoration of both offender and victim, as opposed to processes that simply bypass these needs or only reduce negative feelings (Woodyatt & Wenzel, 2014) . However, this study also demonstrated that engagement in a process of genuine self-forgiveness was associated with end-state self-forgiveness over time. In this way, Study 2 demonstrates for the first time that the measure of genuine self-forgiveness used capture a process of selfforgiveness as distinct from a simple and more instantaneous end-state self-forgiveness (with which it was not correlated cross-sectionally, unlike self-compassion). This is important for researchers to remember when selecting and interpreting measures of selfforgiveness.
However, given the ongoing interactional nature of reconciliation, there continues to be a need for dyadic research that tests these complex relationships in the context of victim and offender responses, and how these interactions develop over time. Additionally, it is important to note that these transgressions here reflect relatively minor relationship transgressions. The applicability of these findings to more severe or habitual transgressions needs to be explored in future research.
Using both measured and manipulated variables, these two studies provide consistent evidence as to self-compassion's potential to reduce self-punitiveness and its limitations in encouraging reconciliation. Study 2 has the strength of being an intervention study with a 1-week follow-up in the context of real-world interpersonal transgressions. This is an important extension on previous research, where outcomes are often measured immediately after experimental tasks. Measuring delayed effects (and those beyond the laboratory) is vital in exploring the impact of psychological processes, like selfcompassion, on intra-and interpersonal outcomes.
In terms of applications, both self-compassion and value reaffirmation may have benefits, depending on the context in which they are applied. Self-compassion continues to offer potential as an intervention for situations where people feel stigmatized for their actions, where self-blame is disproportionate or undeserved. However, the results of the current study suggest that at least in some situations, self-compassion may not be associated with desired outcomes. When encouraging the processing of ethical/moral transgressions for which a person holds at least a portion of responsibility, selfcompassion may in fact hinder reconciliation. While self-compassion is a promising construct with a growing body of evidence to support it, social-psychological research needs to continue exploring the boundary conditions, and mechanisms, of selfcompassion.
Encouraging a eudaimonic approach to self-forgiveness may be a beneficial pathway to helping people process their own actions in situations where they have some responsibility for what has occurred. The present results provide further evidence that a needs-based perspective is important when trying to help offenders to process their perceived transgressions. To the extent that one is able to acknowledge one's actions and integrate these into the broader story of one's self, values affirmation may encourage selfforgiveness that is more than simply letting one's self off the hook.
Finally, it is possible that the two approaches could form a two-part intervention aimed at self-forgiveness and reconciliation, with value reaffirmation preceding self-compassion. Indeed, therapies where these elements are applied have shown some evidence for efficacy (Griffin et al., 2015) . However, these outcomes suggest that the order of these components is likely to matter. First, value reaffirmation could help to reduce defensiveness and increase responsibility taking and the processing of social-moral identity needs, facilitating actual engagement with one's wrongdoing, guilt, and shame, towards genuine self-forgiveness and reconciliation. Second, self-compassion interventions may be introduced to reduce over-burdening guilt/shame feelings or lingering selfpunitiveness. This may be different to some approaches to therapy which target negative emotions first, in order to increase readiness to change. The results here suggest that selfcompassion first may undermine readiness to change, and may be more useful following the hard work, a sequence consistent with several suggested approaches to selfforgiveness therapy (Cornish & Wade, 2015; Worthington, 2013) . This combined approach as a technique for encouraging self-forgiveness and reconciliation across a range of contexts involving interpersonal transgressions, conflict, and moral injury (Farnswort, Drescher, Nieuwsma, & Walser, 2014) , whether in relationship counselling, conflict resolution, or dealing with wrongdoing in the workplace (Goodstein, Butterfield, Pfarrer, & Wicks, 2014) . Self-compassion and value reaffirmation in tandem might prove useful for therapeutic approaches to the processing of wrongdoing, and related emotions such as guilt and shame, where responsibility needs to be processed and not simply bypassed.
